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This is a decision on the petition filed September 11, 2006 for supervisory 
review of an examiner's action under 37 CFR 1.181. Petitioner requests the 
relief of withdrawal of the Notice of Abandonment mailed July 05, 2006. 

The petition is Granted. 

Applicant filed a letter on September 11, 2006 entitled "Challenge to the Notice of 
Abandonment". This letter has been treated as a petition for supervisory review of the 
examiner's holding of abandonment. On May 06, 2005, applicant filed a response to 
an Outstanding Office action mailed February 07, 2005. In response, Applicant 
received a Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment mailed September 19, 2005. In 
response to this notice, applicant filed another response on November 17, 2005 
attempting to correct the noted defects, along with a 1-month extension of time. This 
timely response was held to also be non-compliant for a similar defect; namely lack of 
status identifiers and claims not on a separate page, and a second Notice of Non- 
Compliant Amendment was mailed December 12, 2005. This second Notice of Non- 
Compliant Amendment did not grant additional time to respond. On January 10, 
2006, applicant responded to this second notice, however this response was untimely. 
A Notice of Abandonment was mailed July 05, 2006 for failure to properly respond in 
acceptable format to the Office action of February 07, 2005. 

A review of the file record indicates that applicant's timely response of November 17, 
2005 contains two sets of claims. The second set of claims does in fact have status 
identifiers, and does begin on a new page. Accordingly, although applicant should 
have only filed a single set of claims, given applicant's Pro Se status, the response of 
November 17, 2005 was substantially correct, and should have been entered. 
Accordingly, applicant's petition is granted and the application is restored to pending 
status. The response of November 17, 2005 has been entered, and the application will 
be forwarded to the examiner for consideration of that response on the merits. It is 



suggested that to avoid similar problems in the future, only a sin^e set of claims in 
the appropriate format should be submitted in future responses. 

Telephone inquiries regarding this decision should be directed to S. Joseph Morano, 
Supervisory Patent Examiner for Art Unit 3617, at (571) 272-6684. Telephone 
inquiries regarding the status of the claims and other examination related issues 
should be directed to the examiner of record, Lars Olson, at (571) 272-6685. 
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